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Responses to Comments from the Antelope Acres Town Council

10-1. The draft EIR analyzed water quality impacts of implementing the proposed GO and
recommended measures to mitigate significant impacts that could result from cumulative
water quality impacts.  Contrary to the commenter’s opinion, the EIR did not determine
that implementation of the proposed GO would result in water contamination.
Additionally, exclusion areas were identified as places where the proposed GO did not
apply.  Land application may still occur in these locations but would be subject to
individual waste discharge requirements.  These exclusion areas were based on the Basin
Plans for each of the RWQCB regions and existing state law.

10-2. The provisions of the proposed GO are sufficient to protect public health and the
environment if the biosolids meet minimum quality requirements.  The proposed mitigation
measures identified in Chapter 5 (Measures 5-1 and 5-2) are intended to provide additional
means of reducing grazing animals’ risks of exposure to Class B biosolids.  Human
exposure is best controlled through the management practices related to storage, loading,
spreading and incorporation into the soil, and posting of the areas to let people know that
they need to practice good sanitation (hand washing, proper handling of dirty clothing and
soil-laden shoes or boots in fields where material has recently been applied).

10-3. The commenter is expressing an opinion about the economic value of biosolids land
application.  No response is necessary.

10-4. The EPA Part 503 regulations addressed the issue of bacterial survival and regrowth.
Bacteria and viruses can survive for a few days to several months depending on the
environmental conditions (See Tables 5-1 and 5-2 of the draft EIR).

Regarding the regrowth of bacteria, it should be noted that the bacteria of concern are not
spore formers so they are easily destroyed by adverse conditions found in the ambient
environment.  On the other hand, they are facultative (able to grow in the presence or
absence of oxygen) and grow readily over a temperature range of about 10E to 40EC, if
nutrients are available and competitors and predators are few.  The ability to regrow is a
particular disadvantage in instances where processing kills most predators and competitors.
If nutrients are available when the stress (such as elevated temperature) is removed, very
rapid bacteria regrowth can occur in the right conditions.  These conditions are seldom
found in the ambient environment.

Fecal indicators can still be used as conservative markers of bacteria regrowth.  Because
the initial densities of fecal indicators are much higher than pathogen densities, the fecal
indicators survive adverse conditions better than pathogens do.  Processing may eliminate
pathogenic bacteria most of the time but nearly always leaves fecal indicators.  These can
regrow and indicate pathogenic bacteria when in fact none are present.  Thus, fecal
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indicators may be too conservative in some cases.  When this situation is likely, a relatively
hardy pathogenic bacterial species such as Salmonella sp. may be an indicator of
pathogenic bacterial contamination.  Yanko (1988) used a combination of these two
approaches to assure product quality at a composting site.  He set a coliform standard (19
MPN/g) before a compost batch could be released to a customer.  If the compost could not
be brought down to this level, the pile was tested for salmonellae and released if results
were negative.

Overall, regrowth is not a concern and not a significant impact considering the site access
restrictions, crop restrictions and buffer zones required by the proposed GO.  No additional
mitigation is needed under normal conditions found at land application sites.

10-5. This comment states that the residents of Antelope Valley are opposed to the land
application of biosolids.  The commenter’s opinion regarding the citizen’s being exposed
to health risks is noted.  The draft EIR indicates that citizens will not be exposed to
significant health risks because of the precautionary measures that have been included in
the proposed GO.

10-6. The exclusion areas designated in the proposed GO and identified on page 2-16 of the draft
EIR are unique or valuable public resources, jurisdictional waters or preserves, or state-
designated management areas.  The exclusion areas were based on sensitive locations in
each RWQCB’s Basin Plan or in existing state law.  The proposed GO contains specific
requirements to protect the public from hazards related to movement of biosolids via air
and water.  Also see Response to Comment 10-1.

10-7. The Antelope Acres Town Council has been added to the distribution list.

10-8. Chapter 14 of the draft EIR identifies and evaluates several alternatives to the proposed
GO, including the Land Application Ban Alternative.  The environmental review process
provides opportunities for members of the public to comment and to add or suggest
revisions to alternatives before a decision is reached on the proposed project.
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